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17 October 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR: Director of Central Intelligence
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence

FROM: 25X1
Special Assistant, Regional Issues Group, SOVA

SUBJECT: NSC Meeting 18 October 1985

1. You are scheduled to attend an NSC meeting on
Friday, 18 October at 1100. The subject will be the MBFR
talks in Vienna. Whether the US should adopt a new MBFR
proposal is basically a political one. The
military/security costs of a token first-phase withdrawal
would be low, despite DoD protests. An agreement which
included an exchange of information or which gave NATO
greater access to Pact units, installations, and training
areas would be of benefit to the Intelligence Community.

2. The following information is provided as
background:

TAB A - Evaluation of Soviet 14 February 1985 Proposal.
Soviets proposed a first-phase reduction of 13,000 US and
20,000 USSR troops in combat military units.

TAB B - Should US support a change from the Western proposal
of April 19847 Tab contains an outline of the proposal, its
implications, and the full text.

TAB C - MBFR IG Option Paper which contains four options and
a "military parameters" paper by JCS.

(1) State Option (same as UK/FRG) - first stage US/USSR
withdrawal of 13,000/30,000 troops with data exchanged at
end of withdrawals and verified during the next two to three
years.

(2) Ambassador Blackwill (USDEL MBFR) Option - same as
State/UK/FRG option but proposes reductions of 6,500 US and
15,000 USSR troops.

(3) ACDA Option - develop inspection procedures but testing
them on one US and one Soviet garrison.
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(4) O0SD Option - shift MBFR from troop reductions to mutual
confidence building measures, at least as a first stage.

(5) JCS Military Parameters (Annex A) - opposes
reductions. If reductions ordered, opposes limitations on
manpower or units.

TAB D - Verification Talking Points. A treaty based on
manpower cannot be monitored with confidence. The IC could
monitor a treaty based on units, especially large units,
without agreed prior data or intrusive verification
measures. JCS objects to withdrawing large units.

TAB E - Military Implications Chapter of IG MBFR Study.

-- DoD believes any troop reductions would reduce
NATO security since the Pact could return
withdrawn forces faster than the US could.

-- DoD also holds that the Pact could mobilize
forces in its western military districts {(outside
the zone) and NATO would be unable to respond
without breaking the treaty.

-- IC believes the Pact would most likely mobilize
up to 750,000 Soviet and NSWP troops in a gradual
buildup before attacking NATO. (NIE 4-1-84)

-- The buildup process would be so extensive and
time-consuming, lasting up to six months, that
the West would have time to train and return
withdrawn troops.

No TAB - Negotiability

(1) Options I and II - The Soviets proposed withdrawing
13,000 US and 20,000 USSR troops in their February 1985
proposal.

-- They may be willing to change the numbers but not
the ratio to the 13,000-30,000 found in Option I
and II.

-- The East is unlikely to agree to give the West
detailed data on its forces "down to battalion

lTevel” or to allow NATO to conduct up to 30
ground and aerial inspections per year.
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(2) Option III

-- The East is unlikely to agree to inspection
provisions it has rejected in the past for even
one garrison. There is nothing in the proposal
of benefit for the East. An agreement would set
what they would consider to be an unacceptable
precedent.

(3) Option III

-- The East would have little motivation to accept a
move away from troop reductions to measures which
would give the West direct access to its
installations and exercises.

-- The East has rejected such measures in Vienna and
similar measures at the CDE talks in Stockholm.

TAB F - Precedent - defering data agreement would be a
change in Western negotiating positions.

-- Would be workable if East agrees to give data and
allows data to be checked.

-- Possible if East withdraws units not individual
troops.

TAB G - Data Estimates - Contains two reports on the 1985
estimate of Warsaw Pact manpower compared to US 1984
estimate and the 1985 estimate.

No TAB - Summary of Key Points.

(1) US agencies and departments are split on MBFR:

-- State was directed to support the UK/FRG proposal
by Secretary Schultz.

-- 0SD has taken the position that any troop cuts
could endanger Western security.

-- DoD has made some heroic assumptions about Pact
capabilities.

° Pact reserves could mobilize and fight with no
or minimal training.

° Withdrawn Category A divisions would be kept
at full-strength in the USSR.
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° The Pact could mobilize in western military
districts and NATO would do nothing.

° 0SD has used a Rand model we haven't seen as
basis of their "analysis."

-- JCS originally supported 0SD, but now is neutral

and favors no options. The chiefs are basically
opposed to any reductions or limitations.

(2) 0SD and JCS insist on agreed prior data:

IC view is that agreed prior data may not be
necessary for a limited first-phase reduction.

If reductions were taken mainly in units (as West
proposed in April 1984 and East accepted in
February 1985) IC could monitor withdrawal and
residual forces with confidence since we have
excellent data on unit locations.

If reductions were taken as individuals, prior
data would be needed.

Part of the DoD motivation, to avoid troop cuts,
ijs to insist on a detailed prior data agreement
knowing that the East will not accept such a
proposal.

(3) 0SD and JCS also insist on intrusive verification

measures:

-- IC view is that measures should be strong enough

to resolve differences between Pact information
and Western holdings.

-- Insisting on measures which are needlessly

intrusive will pre-doom any proposal.
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' SECRET MBFR Working Group
—_— March 26, 1985

OVERALL EVALUATION OF NEW EASTERN MBFR PROPOSAL

The Eastern proposal of February 14 is in effect a
codification, in legally binding form, of their 1983 proposals
for initial U.S. and Soviet ground force withdrawals of 13,000
and 20,000 respectively, and a subsequent no-increase commitment
by all direct participants. It contains little that is new
(indeed, much of the language is drawn directly from their
1982 draft treaty) and, in fact, much of what is new is undesir-
able from the Western point of view. The most striking aspect
of the Eastern proposal is its emphasis on U.S.~-Soviet reduc-
tions, with a relatively tenuous connection to subsequent
reductions to parity by all direct participants.

There are, nevertheless, some positive features to the
proposal. These, as well as main negative points, are briefly
summarized below. A more detailed evaluation of the Eastern
move in contained in the Annex.

Positive features

Aol & 7]

-~ In placing their 1983 proposals for initial U.S.-
Soviet reductions and a freeze in binding, treaty-type
language, the East has technically been responsive to Western
criticism, and has moved toward our position.

-~ The East has accepted ground force personnel in
"combat military units" as the focus of U.S.-Soviet reductions,
and has indicated that this term is essentially the same as
the Western term "combat/combat support forces." They have
also accepted the Western position that up to 10 percent of
these reductions could be taken as individuals.

-~ The Eastern proposal incorporates a flank security
provision in connection with initial U.S.-Soviet reductions.
This had been omitted from the "mutual example proposal" of
1983,

-- Eastern representatives have hinted at flexibility in
a number of areas, including the size (though not the ratio)
of initial U.S.-Soviet reductions and the need for temporary
exceptions to the ceilings.

Negative features

-- The first point above, referring to movement toward
the Western position on legally binding agreements, could
prove to be a negative feature if Stage 2 reductions are
delayed or never agreed to, as the sides would be committed
to a legally binding freeze on forces, thereby codifying the
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existing force imbalance (a primary Eastern objective);
without agreement on large asymmetrical reductions (the pri-
mary Western objective),.

-- Apart from the points specified above, the Eastern
proposal retains virtually all of the objectionable features
which characterized its earlier proposals, including: no
provision for an overall prior exchange of data, the ratio of
U.S.-Soviet reductions, inadequate verification, and insistence
on inclusion of armaments both in reductions and in the freeze.

-~ The East has now broadened its no-increase proposal
so that it would be on a collective and national basis. This
is clearly a step back from their earlier acceptance of the
principle of collectivity (subject to their insistence on the
"50 percent rule").

-- The provision in the new Eastern draft committing the
sides to continue after initial U.S.-Soviet reductions to
negotiate "with the object" of reductions to parity is much
weaker than the commitment in their 1982 draft treaty. Thus,
they are again (as in their 1983 "mutual example" proposal)
suggesting what amounts to a decoupling of initial U.S. -Soviet
reductions from subsequent reductions to parity by all direct
participants. (While the April, 1984 Western proposal also
defers commitment to specific reductions by non-U.S./non-Soviet
direct participants until after initial U.S.-Soviet reductions
and a one year no-increase period, that proposal does provide
that data on all combat/combat support forces be agreed to
and full U.S.-Soviet reductions would be specified and carried
out in any case.)

Ambiguous elements

In explaining their new proposal, Eastern negotiators
have emphasized that they have deliberately incorporated
ambiguous treatment of the following disagreed, but mainly
perlpheral issues in order to facilitate a quick agreement:
air force subcelllngs, exceptions to residual force ce111ngs,
limits on exercises, forces in transit, and civilians in
military jobs. These issues are all, except for exceptions,
elements that the East wants and their willingness to set
them aside for now does not mean that they have yielded on
these points. Regarding exceptions, there is little likeli-
hood that any agreement without a specific exceptions regime
would be acceptable to the West.

It is quite clear that in substantive terms, the new
Eastern proposal represents little movement toward the Western
position. It should be viewed in the broader context of
overall Soviet arms control strategy, especially in relation
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to the recent reopening of the Geneva negotiations and Soviet
tabling of a non-use of force treaty in Stockholm. It also
represents an effort to put the ball back in the Western
court in the Vienna negotiations, where the West has had the
latest proposal on the table for nine months.

The issue, then, is not whether the Eastern proposal
should be accepted in whole or in part. It is whether the
West should take the opportunity, either for broader reasons
or in a genuine effort to move the negotiations forward, to
revise its own position over the coming weeks. It seems
clear that some of our Allies will wish to do so. Other
Allies see nothing in the Soviet proposal which warrants re-
evaluating the West's current position and would be content
with a pro-forma response using the Soviet "rhythm" (nine
months).

Amb. Glitman proposed last December that we look at
where we wish to go over the longer term and submitted a
U.S. MBFR Delegation study for IG consideration. Glitman
also suggested that the subsequent U.S. position on a Western
response to the next Eastern counter-proposal be based on the
results of that look.

Ll X1

We should decide soon whether we wish to take the lead
in developing a new NATO proposal, to let others do so, or to
insist upon adherance to our current position.
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Western 19 April 1984 MBFR Proposal

The 19 April 1984 proposal attempted to get around the data

discrepancy problem adopting the following measures:

-- Require satisfactory data before a treaty only on

combat and combat support forces.

-- If the Pact data fell within an acceptable range it

would be accepted.

-- Called for a first-phase reduction of 13,000 US and
30,000 Soviet troops. These would be taken 1in
combat and combat support forces (90 percent in

units, 10 percent as individuals).

-- Exchange of data on rear services and air units

defered for one year.
-- Enhanced verification package.

"The proposal was not accepted by the East.
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-- Tabled own February 1985 response.

Is no longer supported by the majority of the NATO countries.
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TAB B
Western 19 April 1984 MBFR Proposal

The 19 April 1984 proposal attempted to get around the
data discrepancy problem adopting the following measures:

-- Require satisfactory data before a treaty only on
combat and combat support forces.

-- If the Pact data fell within an acceptable range
it would be accepted.

-- Called for a first-phase reduction of 13,000 US
and 30,000 Soviet troops. These would be taken
in combat and combat support forces (90 percent
in units, 10 percent as individuals).

-- Exchange of data on rear services and air units
defered for one year.

-- Enhanced verification package.
The proposal was not accepted by the East.
-- Tabled own February 1985 response.

Is no longer supported by the majority of the NATO
countries.
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Implications of the US Proposal

The US Government's proposal to require data only on combat
and combat support (C/CS) forces prior to treaty signature has
implications for several key MBFR issues. The most significant
of these are: :

- Reductions to be specified in the treaty;

~ Ceilings and sub-ceiling requirements;

- Treatment of ground combat service support forces;

- Treatment of air forces;
- Non-circumvention;

- Reductions schedule;

- Sequence of events.

Specified Reductions

Under the current Western draft treaty, the East must agree
to a specific plan for reductions, including numbers to be reduced,
ceilings and sub-ceilings to be reached, and the timing which would
apply to both.

If the only satisfactory data exchange required before treaty
signature is that pertaining to Cc/CS forces, reductions and sched-
ules logically would be specified only in terms of these forces.

In this case, reductions of other forces necessary to reach the
common collective ceiling would not be specified (nor data on those
forces agreed to) before treaty signature. Reductions of non-C/CS
forces could be implied by the retention of a 700,000 ground force
and overall 900,000 man ceiling.

Sub-Ceilings/Ceilings

Under both Eastern and Western draft treaties, each side would
be subject to an overall manpower ceiling of 900,000, and a sub-
ceiling of 700,000 on ground forces. The West should not lightly
abandon this basic point of agreement with the East. Moreover,
these ceilings have utility in determining implied reductions for
ground combat service support (CSS) and air forces. Determining
specific reductions in ground C/CS forces for each side requires
establishing a new sub-ceiling pertaining to these forces.

The level of C/CS forces each side should be allowed in the
NATO Guidelines Area (NGA) must be determined on the basis of
agreed definitions and categorization. The precise sub-ceiling
is, therefore, somewhat subject to negotiation. Nevertheless, NATO
should agree upon its own definitions and categories with which to
set an illustrative sub-ceiling.

Gre
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A logical starting point for our purposes is to assume that
residual common ceilings on C/CS forces should reflect roughly
the existing ratio of C/CS to CSS forces. Western intelligence
estimates that C/CS forces account for approximately 75% of the
total Eastern ground forces (and, by US calculations, for Western
forces in the NGA as well). '

2

Thus, in proposing a reductions agreement based on ground C/CS
forces, approximately 520,000 would be a logical C/CS sub-ceiling
within the agreed 700,000 man ground force ceiling. This would,
~in turn, be the basis for calculating specific reductions of C/CS
* forces. If remaining provisions of the Western draft treaty are
retained, we would expect additional sub-ceilings on US and Soviet
C/CS forces.

Treatment of Ground Combat Service Support (CSS) Forces

As we would no longer require data agreement on ground CSS
forces prior to treaty signature, we could not expect to specify
the size of reductions. But, retention of the 700,000 ceiling
requires that ground CSS forces be accounted for in some way.

If we assume that a side does not go below the 520,000 C/CS force
sub-ceiling we would require that sides take unspecified (but
calculable? reductions in CSS forces so that the ground force
total in the NGA would not exceed 700,000 at the end of the reduc-
tions period.

We must be reasonably able to ascertain that overall limita-
tions are reached on schedule and maintained for the life of the
treaty. A good understanding of C/CS forces would itself add to
our understanding of the remaining forces. Realistically, however,
the ability to challenge non-compliance requires an exchange of
CSS information at some point before the ceiling comes into effect,
and some method of differentiating CSS reductions. The other
verification measures should be applied to CSS forces from the
outset of the treaty to prevent circumvention (see below).

Treatment of Air Forces

The US draft NAC guidance does not address the treatment of
air forces. The West has resisted any attempt to place specific
reduction requirements or residual ceilings on air forces. The most
prudent course at present is to continue including air forces within
the overall ceiling, but to otherwise avoid placing specific limita-
tions or reduction requirements on them. Air forces would in effect,
be treated in the same manner as ground CSS forces for the purposes
of adherence to the overall ceiling and application of verification
measures.

The alternative is to advocate subjecting data on air force
manpower to the same type of functional disaggregation requirement as
we propose for ground forces. At the very least, such an approach is
frought with significantly greater definitional uncertainties--in
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both NATO and the Warsaw Pact--than we already face. In addition,
many of the same reasons used thus far to avoid inclusion of specific
1imits on air forces (easy to move in and out of the area quickly,
etc.) hold true as well in this case. Unless and until equipments
are included in agreed limits, 2 gpecific methodology for the
treatment of air forces to the West's advantage remains elusive.

Non-Circumvention

Currently, the Western draft treaty addresses circumvention only
in the context of redeploying vithdrawn forces to the disadvantage
of protocol states. An agreed sub-ceiling on c/CS forces raises the
obvious question of the East's hiding such forces among CSS and/or air
forces, or conversely, training and equipping substantial elements of
CSS/Air manpower to rapidly augment C?CS forces. To be effective, a
clause prohibiting any such use of CSS/air forces would have to be
agreed by the East, as would the West's right to conduct periodic
random inspections of such units to check compliance. In addition,
some methodology for checking the agreed categorization of C/CS
forces and verifying the entry and exit of those forces would have to
be agreed so that C%CS reductions and sub-ceilings could be verified.
We would probably have to specify that non-indigenous c/CS reductions
would have to be taken in unit configurations and that the preparation
of those units designated for departure must be subject to observation.
In effect, we would apply verification measures from the outset to
the geographic area, not to types of forces.

Reductions Schedule

The current Western schedule calls for a 7 year scheme with
alternative years devoted to verification. Focusing specified
reductions on ground C/CS forces might allow some compression along
the following lines:

Year 1: US-Soviet reductions of ground c/CS forces of 1%,000
and 30,000, respectively;

Year 2: Reductions by all direct participants to an interim
ceiling on ground C/CS forces;

Year 3: No reductions. Verification of interim ceilings on
ground C/CS forces;

Years 4 and 5: Exchange of information in agreed categories on
cSS and air forces to be part of final ceilings
and sub-ceilings. Completion of reductions of
all forces to parity: 900,000 ceiling on total
forces, 700,000 sub-ceiling on total ground
forces, 520,000 sub-ceiling on ground c/CS forces.
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If after trilateral discussions further verification time or
provisions are believed needed, the above schedule could be modified.
The point of course is to move toward the East's position on the
period of reductions with no cost to our own security.

Sequence of Events

Summarizing much of the above discussion, but including the
negotiation milestones, the points below would be accomplished
in the following order:

. 1. Prior to treaty signature:

- Agreement on AMs (including format for exchange of data).

- Data exchanged on C/CS forces and falls within acceptable range.

-~ All remaining elements of treaty agreed upon, including specifica-

tion of reductions by each direct participant.
2. Treaty signature.

3. Treaty comes into effect; all associated measures implemented;
US/Soviet reductions begin.

4. End of first year: reductions continue, but non-US/non-Soviet
direct participants join the process.

5. End of second year: interim ceilings on ground C/CS forces reached.

6. Third year: no reductions, verification of interim ceilings.

7. Fourth year: information is exchanged on CSS and air forces %o
be part of final ceilings and sub-ceilings.

8. End of fifth year: overall ceilings and sub-ceilings reached;
verification continues for duration of treaty.
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- == FASTEFN REFUSAL TO COOPERATE IV 2T ACHIYG
- FRIJR AGILEMINT ON INITIVL DATH,
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WITH THE BASTC ISSUES 3LUCKING PROGREST,

11e W™ «ILL, CF COURSZ, TARLE THIS INITIATIVE DFFICIALLY

AT "UP NEXT PLENARY SE335 10N,

PAPFD D (U,S, RFP)

- PRESTNTATIIN JF THE WESTIRN INITIATIVE

1o T WILL NCW YAND CVIR THE TEXT 3F THE ZIMPLETT

WESTFRN INTTIATIVS. (JESTEIN REPRISENTATIVE THEN

PROYINES CASTERN RIPREITANTATIVES WITH ATTACHED TEXTS AND

BIVES THE FAST RFADING TIME.)

2. NOW LET ME IDTNTTFr THE MAUOR
CONF

5 OF THT NEM

TURE
ENT I aL
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. ESTFIN APPROACH,
3. FIPST OF ALL, YOU WILL NOTE THAT OUR NEW APPROIACH
HAS SUBSTANTTALLY ALTERZD OUR POSITION ON THE DATA
PROBLFM. WT HAVF MODISIE) THE 4 ESTERN RIQUIREMENT FOR
AGREFMTNT ON INITISL DATA ON ALL FIRCIS IN THE AREA
PRINR TO TREATY SIGN!TJRE,
4, DATA EXCHANGE WTLL 37 REQUIRED ONLY CN GROUND COMBAT
AND GROUND COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES OF ALL DIRECT
PARTICIPANTS IN A “DRMAT TO BE AGRIED,
5. ELSD, WE RFQUTRT OVLY THAT THE EXCHANGE OF DATA BE
SUFFICIENT TC FALL WIT4IN AN ACCEPTABLE JANGE OF
ESTIMATES,
6o WITH REGARC TO THE RTDUCTION AND LIMITATION PRICESS, 7
JUP NFW EPPROACH EMBNDIZS THE FOLLOWING VI FEATURIS:
- -~ CPECIFICATION OF US-SOVIST RIDJCTICNS IS
- REQUTRTD THRIJG4OUT THE INTIRE 20CESS B8JT
- TN COVBAT AN) COM3AT SUPPORT FORCES ONLYS

- == US=SOVIZIT COMBAT AND COM3AT SUPPORT FOPCES P
- REDUCTIONS ARI TO BE TAKIN IN UNIT CONFIGURATIONS

- TO 8E DECIDE) BY THE REDUZCING IIDE WITH JP TO

- 10 PERCTNY IN INDIVIDJALSS

- == INTERIM SUB=-CTILINGS ARE T7 BE IMPLEMENTED ON

- US-SCWTZIT COMBAT AND COM3AT SUPPDRT FORCIS,

- BUT UPCN REACHING FINAL ZEILINGS THT UNITED -

- STATES AND SOVIET UNION wDULD 3E FREE ToO MIX

- COMBAT SERVICE SUPPORT FORCES UNDER THEIR

- OVERALL INDIVIDUAL CEILINGSS ™

- == US=SOVTET RTIJATIONS TO THE SPEZIFIED TNTZRIM :

- SUB=CTILINGS ON COMBAT AYD COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES

- AND TC THE FINAL US=5DVIIT CEILINGS AR TO TAKE | ‘,f’
- PLACT ACCORDTNG TO R FIXED TIMITABLE EVEV IF NO |

AGREEMENT IS SUBSEQUENTLY REIACHID IN SPECIFYING
THE RFEDUCTIONS OF THE OTHER PARTICIPANTS.
== 2 CCLLECTIVE NO-INCREASE COMMITMENT COVERING -
THE GROUND FIRCIZIT OF ALL DIRECT PARTICIPANTS IN
THY RFDUCTIONS ARIA HOUL) COME INTO EFFCCT
- UPCN COMPLETION OF INITIAL US=30VWTET RZDJCTIONSS
- ==~ RTDUCTION AMOUNTS FOR AL. GROUND FORCES 3°

e,

- IRECT PERTIZIPANTS OTHER? THAN THL COMBAT AND

- COVMBAT SUPPORT GROUND FORCES ©F THE Ue.3e AND

- SOVYEY UNION WILL NOT BL SPICIFIEZD IN THEZ

- TREZTYe RAT4ER,y THEY WOULD BE DITERMINED

- FOLLCWING EXTHAIGE OF INSOPMATION IN THE SEZCOND
- YEAR QOF THE TRFATY AND THE VERIFICAYION JF THAT
- TNFORMATION DURING THAT 3AME YIAR,

- == THESY RIDUCTION® WILL BE TAKEN DN A COLLECTIVE

- BASTS IN THO STAGES T2 THE AGRIID COMMAN

- COLLECTIVE CIILING OF 9004000y TNCLUDING 7004000
- GROUND FJORCES PIRSONNILe NOIN=Je3e AND NIN=-SOVIET
- PARTIFCIPANTS WILL TAKE THEIR RIDUCTIONS

- COLLECTIVILY AS THATY THEMSELVES JDETERMINE,

- THE CHARACTER AND FORM 0 UeSe AND SOVICT

- RTDUCTIONS WIULD NO™ TZONSTITUTZI A PRECEDINT

- FOR RTDJTT IONS BY NTHERS,

- =~ THE TIMETABLT F)R RIEDUCTIONS T) PARITY IS

- REDUCED FROM SEVEN YZIARS TO FIVE YEARS,

T» TH™ FORESOIMG wOULD G) HAND IN HAMD WITH FASTTRN
Tele 1235£2 DECL: DA
TAGS 3 MBFRy MATD,e PARM

C ONFI DEVMYT It L
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: SUBJECT: TALKING 20INTS USTD BY WESTIRN REPRESENTSTIVES

WILL INGNESS T2 MEFT WESTEIN VERIFICATION RIQUIREMENTS,
Bse THESE, THENy ARE THE MAUOR NEW CLEMENTS IN OJUR NEW
>ROPNPSAL, ALL OTHEZR PROVISIONS OF THE WESTERN DRA-T
AGREEMTNT OF JULY 8, 1982 RTMAIN UNCHANGTD.

Fe MY COLLEAGUES WILL NOw DISCJUSS ATTACHMINTS A AND B
TC DUR PPOPNSEL,

PAPERP 3 (FRG °FP)

- PRESENTATION OF ATTACHMENT A

1. T WOULD NCW LIKZ T3 A)DRESS ATTACHMENT A OF THI NEW
WESTERM PROPNSAL,

2 ATTACHMENT A IDENTIFIES CATIGORIES UNDIR WHICH

GRCUND FORCES IM THE AT A CJULD BE IDENTTFIED FOR THE
PURPASTS OF OUR NIGOTIATI2NS,

3« THESE CATEGORIES WOULD ENCOMP ASS ALL >ZRSCONNEL WHICH
ARE CURRENTLY CONSIDERID 3Y THE WEST AS 3ZING SUBJICT TO
R RIDUCTION ANC LIMITATION AGRZEMENT. THIST CATTGORIES
WCULD HAVE Tn BF AGRECD UPON PRIDR TO TRIATY SIGNATURE.
e THYS LIST OF CATEGPRITS COMPRISTS THI FIRMAT DISIGNED
TN STRVF AS THE BASIS FOR DISCUSSION AND TO HELP THE
STDTS IM THL NECESSARY TASK GF DEFINING J4H4AT FORCFS

WOULN BE INCLUDED UNDIR Y42 COMBET AND CIMBAT SUPPIRT
HCADING AND WHICH FORCIS wWOULD 3E INCLUDZI) UNDESR T42
COMBAT SERVICE SUPPJRT HFEADINGe THIS LIST WCULD ALSO

BE USFD AS A BASIS FOR DISCUSSING THE COJNTING RULSS

TO BT APPLYEN,

Se ATTACHMENT A SHOMWS H0W WE WIULD PRGEISE T9 GROUP
FNRCES UNDER THE TW0 MAJUMR HEADINGS OFy “I33T, COM3AT

AND COMBAT SUPP2ST (WHICH FIP COMVENIENCE WE REFE? T

S C/CS FORCFS) ANDy SICONDy CNMBAT SERVTCE SUPPORT FORCES
(WHICHy FOR CONVENIENCE, W4T PEFER TO AS CSS FNRCFES).

6e WX WOULD NCTE THAT THE GROUSING IS SIMILAR TO INE
WHICH THE EAST ITSELF SUGSESTED ON MARCH 4, 1976 FOR
PURPOSFS OF THE NFSOTIAT IONS,

Te A® YOU WILL HAVE NITFD, THE FIRST THRTZ CATEGIRIES
TNCLUD® ALL PERSONNTL IN 3ROUND FORCE DIVISINNS,

Te THIS T3 AN UBVIODUS REQUIREMENT SINCE A DIVISION IS AN
INTTGRATED COMBINED ARMS TEAMy ALL ZLEMENTS OF WHICH PLAY
A DIRECT POLF IN ACCOMPLISHING THE DIVISION'S 2OMBAT
MTSSION,

Yo AS FOP TEE NTXT EIGHT CATLGIRIES, THIY COVTR 2TRSONNEL
TN NON-CIVISTONAL UNITS WHICH CLEARLY PLAY A COMBAT AND
CNMBAT SUPPORTY ROLT,

10. WE EMPHASIZE THAT THE WEST IS NOT RIQJIRING AN
EXCHANGE OF DATA TN ALL OF THE CATEGORIES INCLUDED IN

THE LTST.

11. DAT2 WOULD BE FYCHANGED ONLY YN THOSE FCRCES MUTUALLY
AGPEIFD WITH THE ©AST 43 INCLUDING ALL COM3AT AND CIMBAT
SUPPNRT PERSCNN Le I WJANT TO STRESS MUTUALLY AGRESD,

12o NO DATA WCULD BE IXCHANGED PRIDP TO TRTATY SIGNATURE
ON COMBAT SERVICT SUPPIRY FoRCS:E,

13 MY WFSTERN COLLEASUE WILL V¥ OW DISCU3S ATTACHMENT B
TC CUR PROPOSAL.

PAPER 4 (CANADIAN EP)

BHasawe

- PRESTNTAYION OF ATTACHMINT B

CONFIDENTIAL
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14 'I WOULD NOW LIKE TO ADDRESS ATTACHMENT B TO OUR
20NPAS AL,

2., THF ABSENCE OF FULL PRIDR AGREEMENT IN INITIAL DATA
ON &LL FORCES IN THE REDUCTION AREA, &S CALLED FOR IN OUR
NEW APPROACH, RIGH_IGHTS THE CRITICAL IMPIRTANCE OF
VERTFICATTON,

3. GIVEN THE CRITICAL IMPORTANCE TO EACH SICE OF THE
TaMe 12356 DECLT 0#)3

TAGS: MBFRy NATO, PRRY

SUBJECT: TALKING >0INTS USID BY WESTERN IEPRESENTATIVES
EFFECTTVE MONITCRING OF COMPLIANCE 4 ITH 2R)IVISIONS JF

AN AGREEMENTs THEST PRO?OSED MODIFICATIONS ARE REASONABLE
ENN THFY APF BASFN FTRYLY IN THE PRINCIPLE DF RECIPROCITY.
4. ATTACHMENT B INCORPORATES UNDER ASSNCIATED MEASJRT §
THE F2STERN CONCEPT OF TTS wAPPIOXIMATE 3LANS® PROP)ISAL
THAT FACH SICF &TU.D BI PIRMITTZID TO 0BSIIVI RIDUCTIONS,
5¢ OU® DESCRIFTION OF THT INFORMATION EXZHANGE MEASURE
MIGHLIGHTS THE NET) FOR FURTHER DISAGGREGATICN UNDIR
ATTACHMERT & FOR.THE FXCHANGES OF INFORMATION AFTER
TREAYY STYGNATURF TC HEL> VFRIFY THE AGRETMENT,

6e WF SHOULD LIKE TO MAKT CLEAR THAT ATTACHMENT B IS
ONLY AN OUTLINE OF THE MODIFICATIONS TO 0JR VERIFICATION
MEASURFS.

7o IN THIS CONNFCTION, THT WEST WILL BE PRESENTING
SPECIFIC MEASURFS S0ON IN THE FORM OF AN INTEGRATED WHOLE.
R, MY COLLEAGUE WILL VDW DISCUSS THE SISNIFICANCZ JF OUR
NEW APPROACH,

DAPTR 5 (US PFF)

- MERITS OF PRIPOSAL

1o THE MEw WESTFRN PRIPOSAL PEIFLEITS THI DETERMINATION
NF WESTERV PARTICIPANTS TD RESOLVE MAJOR ISSUES BLOCKING
PPNGRESS HEPF,

2. THE MOST CRITICEL PR O3LEM-=AND THT MIST DIFFICJLT

TN AFSOLVE=--LIFS IN THI FAST®S REFUSAL TO COOPERATI IN
REACHING PRICR AGRIEMENT ON INITIAL DATA, TNSISTING
EIT4S> THET SUCH DATA 3T SET 2SIDE OR THAT AGREEMENT

AT BASTD CON THF FAST S DFFICIAL FI3URES ALREADY TABLFD.,
3. WNDFP IT5 NEW 2ROPISAL, THE WEST 4AS SUBSTNATIALLY
ALTERED TTS DATZ PISITION.

4. THIS NEw AFPROACH DIFFERS SIGNIFICANTLY FROM

FAPLIFR PRPOPNSALS. TT SETKS TO 2V3ID THE UNPRODUCTIVE
DTSCUSSIONS OF THE PAST AVD ATTEMPTS TO ESOLVE THE

DATA QUFSTTON,

5. IT DNES THIS BY:

- e FIRSTy RTQUIRTNG AN INITIAL EXCHAMGE OF DATA
- ON INLY & PORTION °F THE FORCES,

- Be SFECONDy tLSO REQUIPING "NLY THAT EASTTRN

- FYGURYS ON THESE FORCES® TALL WITHTIN AN

PCCEFTABLE PRNGE OF WESTERN ESTIMATES,
Ce THIRDy EXCLUIING FROM INITIAL JATA EXCHANGE

- CATFCCRIEZS OF EASTERN FORCES IN WHICH, IN
THE w¥ST"AN ¢I1EWy MUCH OF THI DISCREPANCY HAS
- LEINQ

De FAURTH, 2RIOVIDING FOR A DIFINITIINAL AGRIIMENT
- REFNRPE ANY DATA IS5 EXCHAVGED WAICH COULD RESOLVE
- PREVICUS AMBIGUITIES JEGARDING COUNTING RULES WHICH
- HAVE CNTRIBJTED TGO EARLIER DISASREEMENT AND THUS
C2NFIDENTIAL
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- ' INCREAST THE LIKELIHODD "F & SUCZESSFUL DRATA

hd EXCHA?{GEO

- Feo FIFTHy PROVIDING THE SIDSS WITH THE

- CPPORTUNITY TD TABLE FIGURES TN A WHOLLY

- REVTSFED TDRMAT,y WITH NO DIRECT CONNTCTION

- BETWEFN FYIGURES TARBLED UNDER T4T3 NEW APPROACH
- END THOSE TABLED FARLIER IN THE NEGOTIATIONS

- IM & DIFFZRENT FQORMAT,

6o I THESF WAYS,y THTS NTw WESTERN APPRDACH SHOULD
FACTLITATE A SUCCESSFUL DATA EXCHANGE.
PAPER 6 (FRG PEP)
- MERITS OF WISTE]N PROPOSAL = ZINTINUED
le IM ITS NEW APPROACH, THE WEST 43S ACZI®TED THE BASIC
PATTERN FCR RFDUCTIONS PROCTSS PRCPQSED IN THE EASTIS
FEBRUAPY 1923 PROPISLy I.E.y INITIAL US=SOVIET RTIJCTIONS
FOLLOWSD BY & FFEEZE, FOLLOWED BY YZDUCTIONS BY
ALL DIPFCT PARTICT2ANTS TO AGPEZD FIMAL CIILINGS.
CoMe 123563 DFCL: NAI3
T2GS: MBFR, NATO, PARM
SUBJECT: TALKING 20IMIS JSED BY WISTERN REPRESENTATIVES
2. THE WEST HAS ALSO MOVID TOWARDS THE ITASTERN CONZEPY
AF 8 SHORTER RFDUCTICN 2ERIJ0 3Y CALLING FIR COMPLITION OF
THE REDUCTIONS IN SIVE YEARS.
3. TO MEFT A MAJDR ERSTERN CONCERM, THE WEST IS NOW
PROPASING A CONTRACTUALLY-BINDING NO=INCREASE COMMITMENT
BY £LL DIPRECT PARTICIPANTS WHICH WIULD 60 TNTD FFFICT
TMMFDIATELY AFTER THE ZONCLUSION ©F INITIAL US=-SOVIZIT
RFDYCTTIONS,
4o THTYS GOES BTYIND THE TAST*S Cav FROPISAL IN FE3RUARY
1983 THAT THTS COMMITMINT BI ONLY 5F A PILITICAL NATURE.
Se ANOTHER ISSUT IN THESI TALKS HA'S BEEN THE FACT THAT,
ALTHNUGH THE FAST 4AS [MDICATED A ILLINSNESS TO S2ICIFY
THF BULK 0F TTS 2T)JCTIONS IN ADVANCE, FACH SIDE WIULD
STILL BF LEFT TC DITERYINE THE OVERALL SIZE OF ITS
NWM REDUCTTONS,
6e WE HAVE ACCOMMIDATID THIS FASTIRN CCNCEPT BY
TNCOPPORATING TT BASTCALLY IN THE NZW &ESTERN APPROACH TO
US=SCYTET REDUCTIONS. WAE HAVE 2ROPA3ED F4AT ANLY JS=SOVIET
REDJCTICNS OF COM3AT AND COMBAT SUP?ORT FORCFES WOULD BF
SPrCTFIFED IN THE TRFATY, THEREBY NIT REGJIRATRG THT Jo.S.
ENMD SOVIST UNTON T) SPICISY THEIR COMBAT SZIRVUTCE SUPPORY
REDUCTTONS, KO OTHER RIDJCTIONS WIULD BI SPECIFIE) TN
THE TRFATY,.
Te FNOP 11 YFERS, * PRINCIPLE °F THE WESTZRN POSITION HAS
BEFY THAT UeSe AND SCVIET RIDUCTINNS SHOJLD BE TAKEY IN
DIFFF2ENT FORMS, IN IF3 1983 230P1SALS, T4Z IAST ~ALLED
FOR FACH STDE TC SIT 74T FOIM OF ITS Owi ITDUCTIONS AND
THUS REJECTED THIS 2RINZIPLE,
%« IN NSUP MEw PRIPOSALy THE WEST HAS NCw ALSO ACCIMMODATED
THE FAST IV THE FJ3M 07 UeSs 2ND SOVIIT IJJCTTONS BY GIv-
TNR UP THYS LONG=HILL YL QUIREMENT FOP A DIFFERENT FORM
NF RFDUCTIONS, THE WEST 4AS ALSO MAVED TOWARD THE
EASTERN POSTTICN BY:

-~ DROPPING ITS REQUIPEMENT FOR RIDUCTIOINS 3y

- TNDIVIDJALS TROM ONF-THIRD TN 10 PFRCTNT JF
- UeSe FORCESy ANN
- == OFFFRING THE USIR THE ABILITY ALSO TO WITHDRAW

CONFI DENMT I AL
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Vet AN T P9 ®AI/ UGy B4 R]15H5724%
- . 10 PFRCENT 0 ITS MILITARY MANPDAER AS
- TMDTVIDJALS,
9¢ TAKFEN TOGETHER, THISE STEPS AMCJUNT TO A FORTHCOMING
WESTFRN INITIZTIVE TNVOLVING MBJOR CHANGES IN THE
WESTTRN POSITIGN,
10. ©TUR PROPNSAL IS PASED FULLY ON RECIPR0CITY, WITH
NO UMILATERAL ADVANT2GIS FOR EITHER SIDF.
11« THIS WESTERN INITIATIVE IS SUBMITTE) AS THCE FRAME -
WORK DF AN ASREFMENT T) BRTAK THE UEADLAZK IN THT TALKS
EMD "FFEZR A RFAL WiY OUT OF THE DATA IMPASSE,
12 THE WEST IS NOT TABLING THESE 2ROPG3ALS ON A TAKE-IT=
IR-LTAVE-IT RASISe WF ARS PREPARF) TN DTSCUSS ANY
“SPTCT OF GUR INITISTIVE, AND WE ARI PREPARIID TO ANSWER
ANY QUFSTIONS WHICH THE EAST MBY HAVE ON TT,
13« WF WOULD ALSL WELZOM™ YQUR CON3STRUCTIVE SUGGESTIONS
- APITL 13y 1984 WESTTRAN INITIATIVE
leo, THE WEST wOULD BE 29 FPARED TO TNTROGUCS A MTASJRE
OF FLUXIATLITY IN ITS ITQUIIREMENT “0OR & PRIDR FOMAL
AGREFMENT ON DATZ, RY RTQUIRING ONLY THAT THERE B~ A%
EXCHANGE OF DETAy TN A FORMAT T3 BT AGREZDy SUFFICYENT
TC FALL WITHIN AN ACCE®T ASBLT RANGE OF WESTZRN DaTa
CSTIMATES AND BY RTQUIRING SUCH DATA ONLY N GROUN)D
ChMREY AND CPMBAT SUFPIRT FORCII OF ALL DIRECT
PRBETICTEANTS PRIOR T19 TREATY SIGMATURT. THIS JFFER WOULD
BT TONYINGENT CN NZWd AND SIGNIFICAVT FLEXKT3TLITY OV THE
PAP™ OF THE FAS™ IN MEIT ING WESTERN VERIFICATION REQUIRE=-
MEMTSy IN NROFR TO ENSJRE THAT FORCT STRONGTHS APE
EFFECTTVELY CLARIFIZID, REDUCTIONS ARF TAKTN AND RESIDUAL
CETLINGS NBSFPYTN,
2, THE FCRMAT 2ND MODALITIF® DOF T4T DATA EXCHANGE dHICH
WOULD SURSTITUTT F3R PRTIUR FORMAL AGRIENMTNT PN DATA, AS
feMe 12356: DECL: 012
" TAGZ T MBFR, NATQ, PAPY
i SUBJTCT D TALKIMG 23INFS USID 3Y &ZSTERN RIPRESENTATIVES
DESCRIRED IN FPARAGRAPH 1 ABOVE 40OULD BE 4S5 SET FORTH 1IN
ATTACHMENT A, IT WOUL) BT NECSSSARY TO 2IMT T2 aN
AGPEFMINT T8 TEE NEGSOTIATIONS ON T47 FDRMAT AN) MODALITIES
\FOR THT DATA FXCHANGEy AND THE DEFINITTICVS AND COUNTING RULES
TY BT AFPLIED TC CIMBAT (C), CAMBAT SUPP3IRY (C3) AND COM-
{BAT SFRVICE SUPPYRT (C3%) FORCES. THE TRITATY WOULD BE
STSMFY FOLLOWING A3RTEMENT ON THE VERIFIZATION MERAS JRES
AND DEYERMIWATINN 2F THE ADEQUACY DF THE DATA EXCHANGE.
THE TREATY WOULD HAVE TO SROVIDE, INTER ALTA:

- (A) SPECIFICATION DF US/SOVIZT REDUCTIONS OF C/7CS
FORCFS AND INTERIM C/C5 SJUBCEILINGS FIR JS/SOVIET FIRCES
ANLY S

- (R) SPECIFICATIIN OF FINAL ZEILINGS ON US/SJOVTET
TOTAL GROUND FCRCTI (l.Zey C/CS AN) CS3 COMBINED)S AND

- (C) REGUIREMINT THAT THE US/SOVIET REDUCTTYINS TO

THE SPECIFTED INTERIIM 3UBCEILINGS YN C/C3 FORCTS AND YO
THE FINAL US/SCVITT CSILINGS TAKE dLACE ACCORDING T2 A
FIXFD YYMETABLE EVEY IS ND AGPIZI MENT IS SU3BSEQUENTLY
PEACHEN ON SFECIFYING THE REDUCTIONS OF THF OTHER
PARTICTPANTS,
3¢ FOLLNWIMG ENTRY INFD FORCE OF THE TRIATY, INITIAL U.Se
END SAVIFY SRCUND FORCE RIDUCTIGHS OF 139009 AYD 30,000
PESPTCTIVELY wCULD 3E TAKEN IM COM3AT™ AN) COMBAT SUPPORT
FCRCTR IN UMIT CONFTGURATIONS WITH UP YO TEN PSRCENT AS
CONFIDENT TA L
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- N LJdI
PESTDUAL SUBRCEILIVGS AT T4
REDJCTICNS 0N The LEVE.S )
AND COMRAT SuPP(LPT FCRCES
8¢ UeSe 2ND SCVIFT PHa:ET
BY 2 SECOND pupes DEvATED
Conp-cariyre MEASURES (¢ ys
STR™NGTH OF OVFRaLL FORCE?
TN THF ePEA pF RTDJUCTTIINS,
DYRTCT PARTICIPANTS,
UeSe
FNPCTS,y WOULD NNT INCRZRSE
YF GROUNN FOFCES DURING ™
PREVFMY AN INCREAST

CEILINGS WwERE ACT EXCEZDED
Se THE 2T1ZF aND TIMETRB LS

OV A COLLECTIVE
AND SOVTET SUBCEILINGS FOR COM3 AT 2N) CoAMBAT SUPPORT

I35 PHeSE,
IN FOICE LEVELS For
IFy THROUGH CCMPTA38TION IN 0THER uNITS,
)
-

LUNS WOULDY RESULY IN INTZUIM
E CONCLUSTI OM ¢= 2HASE ONZ
F UeSe aND SQyIzy GRIUMD COMBAT
IN THE AREA OF REDUCT TONS,
NE RIJUCTTONS JauLD BY FILLOWED
TO CLARIFYING, WJITH THE HELP OF
RIFICATIIN,y THE SOLLECTYy:

OF aLL DIPECT JARTICTYPANTS

AS AN 0BVIryS COROL LAPY, ALL
BASIS BUT suBJzCT TO

THE JVIRALL PZISONNTL STRENGTH
(THTS WCUuLD N3T
INDIVIDUAL UNTTS
THE OvoraALL

OF FJRTHEIR REDIJITIONS o°

COMBAT AND COMBAT SUPP)IRT FOPCZS BY THE Je3e AVD T4

SPVYFT UNTON wCULD BE SPEC
RTDUCTY~ CNSy wHICH wOULD AL
PERCTNT 1IN INDIVIDJALS, WD
CUBCFILINGS ON THE LEVELS
COMRAT SUPPRQRT FOR2Ts IN 7
MINFD. THESE INTEIIM SJBC
UMTIL CCMPLETICN 3+
SATYSFACTORY VERPIFICATINN

LEVTL CF THE SCOVIET amy THE U.3,

ALL SPECIFILD

IFIED IN THE TZaTYy, THESE

SY BE IN UNITS WITH yP TO0 10
ULD LZAD TOQ INTEIM

UF UesSa AND SCyrZT COM3AT aND
HE REDUCTIONS t3ca vy gr JETER=-
EILINGS WwOULD 3E IN EFFECT
JITHO0RAWALS AND
THEREGF, IV AJDITIONy THE
PERMANENT CEILINGS TO BE

SEACHED AT THFE COMPLETION JF RIDUCTIONS 40JLD 8T $2:C1-

FISD I" THE TRFATY,
6e RFDUCT™ONS BY *|L AT HE

R DIRZCT PARTIZTOANTS wOJLD BE

DETFRMTNED FCOLLCWING THE PHASE T 49 VERIFICATYON 2F THE

CCLLTCT IVD STRONGTH GOF Vo

RALL OFRCIS OF ALL DIR=ZCTY

PART ICIPANTS TIM THE ARTA OF PFDJCTIONS,
Te TO TMSUFE The SFFECTIVENESS OF THE CIILTNGS AN)

0N THE
2RO+
FQUIPPTNG FOR GROUN) CimMBa
SERVICE
PPOVTISICNS WOULD 3F SuBJFC

Re THE WESTTRN DAFT TREATY nF

SEVEMYF2R RTDUPTIONS 3CHE
TY VERIFTCAT TN, THE NEu
SOMT COMORESSYICN ALONG T HE

SUPPORT DR OTHSR ELEMENTS IN

IR C/2S 79R”ZES, THE UeSe AND
IBITED FROM TRAINING
T SUP3DRT ROLES T40SE CoMBAT
THE AREA., THESE
VERITICATION,
JULY 1982 CriLs FOY 4

ME WITH ALTERNITE YEART DIvATED
JESTEIN APPROACY MIGHT ALLOW
FOLLOWING LINTS, '

T T0

= YT 1
"F 13,000 2%D 20,000 R-3pr
PIRCENT AT INDIVIDJALSS

- YTRP 23 ExRHANGE Dt
ON THT FIRCES CF &LL SIDES
COMMIT™MENT NOT TO INCRTAST
FPRCTS NURING THIT PERIDD,
STRENGTH BY CCCFTRATTVE M

TeMe 12356: DECL: 032
TAGS:  MBFR, WATD, Papy
SuByTCT:

SI2% 3F ®RCDUCTITNT IN IACH
AT COLLTCTIVE LEVT.S o° 30
CAMRINEN AMD 700,000 RO
- YTAR 3T RTDICTTING
AGRITD COLLFCTIVE INTEUIWM

US/SIVIIT RTQUCTIONS §

~?NEiDJND“t7CS*FBRCES
CTIVELY IM UNITS WITY UP TQ 1¢

INFIAIMITION IV AWM ESRIED FORMAT -'
(ASSOCIATED MEAsyPF 6)y

THE DVERALL LEVEL of GRIUND
VERTFICATION )7 Forcg i
ASURES, AND DETIRMINATION OF THE

T*LKING 20INT5 USZID BY W™STERN RIPRISENTATIVES | <.
SIDE REAJIACD T REaCA 2#RITY [ 50 0% wc
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